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REMARKS 

1. Amendments t,o claims 1 and 9 and Inlixoduction o£ claims 20-21: 

5 Independent claim 1 is amended to include the limitation that 
the opening of the reflective housing has ^^a diameter smaller 
than a maximum diameter of the reflective housing". This 
amendment is based on the applicant's Figs. 6 and 7, which show 
the reduced diameter of the opening of the reflective housing 
10 74 (narrow end of truncated cone immediately adjacent to 
invisible-light reflector 78) . No new matter is entered. 

Claims 2 and 8 are amended for consistency. 

15 Independent claim 9 and dependent 19 are similarly amended. No 
new matter is entered. 

Independent claim 20 is introduced and is a combination of 
previously presented claim 1 and the ''parabolic reflective 
20 housing" limitation of claim 8. Claim 21 includes the other 
limitations of claim 8. No new matter is entered. 

Consideration of all amendments is respectfully requested- 

25 2 . Rojoction of claims 1,2,4,5,8, and 18 under 35 U.S. C. 102 (b) 
as being anticipated by Lemke (US 5,615,938) : 

Regarding amended claim 1, 
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Lemke does not teach or suggest a reflective housing having ''an 
opening having a diameter smaller than a maximum diameter of the 
reflective housing" as recited in amended claim 1. 

5 The corresponding openings shown in all figures of Lemke have 
a diameter the same as the maximum diameter of the reflector 4 . ' 

This is not a trivial difference, since the reduced-diameter 
opening can increase the inner space within the reflective 
10 housing to better distribute heat, for instance. 

Regarding claim 8 and new claims 20-21, 

Lemke does not teach or suggest a parabolic reflector . Lemke does 
15 not expressly describe the shape of the reflector 4, however, 
all the figures illustrate a non-parabolic shape. 

Moreover, since Lemke is obviously concerned with focusing the 
light from lamp 3 onto light guide 7 (col. 4, lines 10-13), a 

20 parabolic reflector is not suggested nor even reasonable. This 
is because a parabolic reflector would tend to make light straight 
or parallel rather than converge it onto the condenser lens 6 
and subsequent light guide 7. That is, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would not chose a reflector 4 having a parabolic shape 

25 since it would substantially reduce the light reaching the light 
guide 7 . 

Reconsideration of claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, and 18 is requested in 

view of the amendment to claim 1. Claims 2, 4, 5, 8, and 18 are 
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dependent and should be allowed if the corresponding independent 
claim is allowed. 

3. Rejection of claims 1, 2, 4-9, 11-14, 17, euad 18 iinder 35 U. S . C. 
5 103 (a) as being iinpaten table over Aritake et al . (US 6 , 478 , 429) 

in view o£ Iiemke ; 

Regarding amended claims 1 and 9, 

10 The combination does not include a reflective housing having ^^an 
opening having a diameter smaller than a maximum diameter of the 
reflective housing" as recited in amended claims 1 and 9. 

Regarding claim 8 and new claims 20-21, 

15 

As mentioned above, the applicant argues that a parabolic 
reflector is incompatible with Lemke' s device. Therefore, since 
Lemke does not teach or suggest any embodiment with a parabolic 
reflector, then one of ordinary skill in the art would not 
20 necessarily understand it to be obvious to tilt the 

invisible-light reflector 37 in parabolic-reflector embodiments 
of Aritake. Further, detailed optical analysis would have to be 
preformed, and in the applicant's contention, this would be 
similar in scope to an inventive process. 

25 

Reconsideration of claims 1, 2, 4-9, 11-14, 17, and 18 is 
requested in view of the amendments to claims 1 and 9. Claims 
2, 4-8, 11-14, 17, and 18 are dependent and should be allowed 
if the corresponding independent claim is allowed. 

10 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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